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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39-E), for

Approval of the 2006 — 2008 Energy Efficiency Application 05-06-004
Programs and Budget. (Filed June 1, 2005)
Southem Californta Gas Company (U 904-G), for

Approval of Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Application 05-06-011
Programs and Budgets for Years 2006 through (Filed June 1 2005)
2008.

Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E),

for Approval of its 2006 — 2008 Energy Application 05-06-015
Efficiency Program Plans and associated Public (Filed June 2, 2005)
Goods Charge (PGC) and Procurement Funding

Requests.

San Diego Gas & Electric Company (U 902-E),

for Approval of Electric and Natural Gas Energy Application 05-06-016
Efficiency Programs and Budgets for Years 2006 (Filed June 2, 2005)
through 2008.

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S REPLY COMMENTS
ON THE AUGUST 21, 2006 ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING SEEKING
FURTHER INFORMATION

L.
INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to the permission of the Administrative Law Judge Gamson,’ and in accordance with
Rule 47 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public Utilities Commission (the
Commission), Southem California Edison Company (SCE) respectfully files these reply comments on

the September 19, 2006 Response of the Division of Ratepayers Advocates (DRA) and The Utility

1 On September 19, 2006, SCE sent an e-mail to ALJ Gamson requesting leave to file a reply to parties’ responses to
SCE’s September 5 Response. On September 20, 2006, ALJ Gamson replied to the e-mail request, granting permission
for SCE to file this reply by September 26, 2006.



Reform Network (TURN) and the Response of the Government Partners to SCE’s September 5, 2006
Response to the August 21, 2006 ALJ Ruling Seeking Further Information. SCE's reply to DRA and
TURN is structured to correspond to the original question posed by the ALJ in his August 21, 2006
Ruling.
IL.
REPLY TO THE DRA/TURN COMMENTS

A. Question 1: How will the projected savings change given that the program cannot ramp up

for the summer 2006? Additionally. how will this change in schedule impact the proposed

budget?

DRA and TURN criticize SCE for not proposing to change the Demonstration Project’s goals
and budget due to the delay in obtaining program approval.= To date, the Demonstration Project has
missed out on 6 months of a proposed 30 month program. This delay should not materially impact on
the partners’ ability to deliver the program as proposed. As SCE explained, delayed starts of several
months are not uncommon in energy efficiency programs, and from experience have not generally
impeded SCE’s ability to deliver the projected savings. However, should the Commission determine
that an adjustment to the proposed goals and budget is warranted, then SCE requests that the
Commission direct SCE to file an updated Program Implementation Plan or an advice letter making such
adjustments.

DRA/TURN assert that SCE will not be able to achieve the Demonstration Project’s energy
savings or demand reductions based upon the accomplishments to date in SCE’s 2006-8 portfolio.2 SCE
disagrees. SCE’s 2006 accomplishments to date reflect the installations resulting from the ramp-up of
SCE’s 2006-8 portfolio. SCE’s 2006 portfolio was never expected to reach the year-end projected

energy and demand savings early in the year. The slower than usual rate of accomplishments in SCE’s

[L¥]

See Response of The Division Of Ratepayer Advocates and The Utility Reform Network (DRA/TURN) to Southern
California Edison Company’s Response To ALY Gamson’s Questions And Amendment To Previously Filed
DRA/TURN Joint Response To Petition For Modification, September 19, 2006 at p.3.

1 Seeid



portfolio are the result of the following well-known facts with the 2006-8 portfolios: (1) the change to
the accounting of energy efficiency energy savings and demand reduction results; (2) the extensive
2006-8 program start-up process; and (3) the delayed final approval of 2006-8 programs.

First, as to the accounting issue, over the past several years, the Commission recorded energy
efficiency program results when energy savings where either installed or committed to be installed.
Beginning 2006, the Commission has changed this accounting scheme to only record installed energy
savings towards the goal.# The Commission recognized that this accounting change will have an
adverse affect on utilities’ ability to achieve Commission targets in the near-term as indicated in an

ACR, dated May 11, 2005.

*...changing the accounting to “actuals only™ will materially affect the
ability of program administrators to reach near term annual savings goals
(particularly in 2006 and 2007}, since they can no longer count the
installations and associated savings from pre-2006 commitments as part of
their program achievements. This is a short-term transition issue, and not
a long-term problem, because commitments made in 2006 and 2007 for
both retrofits and new construction programs will become “actuals” in the
program years that follow, thereby assisting in the achievement of the
adopted cumulative goals for later years.”s

Second, the Commission has required a significant portion -- 20% -- of the utilities’ program
portfolio to open to competitive bid. In fact, SCE’s adopted program portfolio has an even greater
portion -- 35% -- allotted to a competitive bid process not including the many new partnerships SCE has
formed. The time required to ramp-up each program following approval in April 2006 can be
considerable, based on the complexity of the program design and the extent of collaboration needed
among the program implementer and SCE as administrator.

For example, a very important and ambitious program SCE will administer is the statewide

Comprehensive Packaged Air Conditioning (“CPAC”) program. The CPAC program has a number of

new strategies (e.g., quality installation, training, contractor incentives} with a number of subcontractors

[

See D.04-090-060at p. 33.
See id. atp. 7.



assisting with the implementation. The utilities and the program implementers have been working
together, along with key stakeholders, to ensure program success, not only for the current program
cycle, but for the longer term. However, this CPAC program became operational on August 1, 2006,
and is not expected to be fully operational until early 2007. This accounts for the current level of HVAC
related savingé achieved to date by SCE’s portfolio. 1t is not because SCE has declined to pursue such
savings, as DRA/TURN allege. Other less complex competively bid programs will be implemented
sooner, but SCE does not expect a fully implemented portfolio until some period in 2007.

Finally, SCE had expected to have full Commission approval of its 2006-8 program portfolio by
early February 2006, however it was not received until late April 2006, which further delayed program

ramp-up.

B. Question 2: What portion of the project demand savings does the Thermal Energy Storage

{TES) represent? Does TES require more energy usage? Please provide supporting

documentation showing energy usage vs. demand reduction due to this technology. Please

provide preliminary independent test findings that TES is an energv efficient measure in
addition to its load shifting capabilities.

DRA/TURN’s comments wrongly imply that SCE attempted to offer the ASHRAE articles as
independent scientific studies of TES.6 SCE offered these articles as “supporting documentation”
showing the energy usage vs. demand reduction of the technology, as requested by the ALJ. SCE
expressly stated that it was unaware of any preliminary independent test findings that TES is an energy
efficient measure in addition to its load-shifting capabilities. SCE acknowledged that TES may or may
not require more energy usage, depending on the application.Z

DRA/TURN argue that TES does not belong in the Energy Efficiency (EE) proceeding, and is

“more appropriately” considered in the Demand Response (DR) proceeding 2 Curiously, in a recent

See Response of DRA/TURN at p.4.
See Response of SCE at p.3-4.
See DRA/ TURN Response at 6-7,
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filing in the Demand Response proceeding, TURN argued that TES is not demand response because it is
not dispatchable, and therefore it should nof be considered in the DR proceeding, but rather in the EE
proceeding.! TURN’s contradictory position on this issue is troubling, and suggests that TURN 1s
dismissive of a technology that could provide a viable alternative to the current standard methods for air
conditioning. SCE maintains that Palm Desert provides the right customer market to test TES, on a pilot

basis, as an energy efficiency measure that achieves permanent peak load reduction.

C. Question 5: What other related programs (utilitv and non-utility) are currently operating

in Palm Desert and how will these other programs coordinate with the Palm Desert

partnership program.

In SCE’s September 5 response to this question, SCE explained how SCE’s various energy
efficiency programs operating in Palm Desert will coordinate with the Demonstration Project. In
response, DRA/TURN complain that SCE’s claim to the uniqueness of the Demonstration Project “boils
down to . . . early retirement and TES.1¢ While early retirement and TES are important components of
the program, DRA/TURN overlook the main point that the approach to delivering all the energy
efficiency measures fo Palm Desert customers, supported by the aggressive goals of the program and the
unprecedented commitment of the City of Palm Desert to achieve those goals, are what make the
proposed Demonstration Project unique. In addition, the design, development and sustainability of the
Demonstration Project is intended to act as a model for the achievement of very aggressive energy
savings goals, which communities throughout California will be able to use when planning and

executing their own local energy efficiency activities.

2 See TURN Comments on the Utility Proposals to Augment 2007 Demand Response Programs and Budgets, filed
September 15, 2006 in A.05-06-006 ef a!. (the DR proceeding), stating that permanent load shifting technologies like
TES are “not demand response and should not be evaluated in this [DR] proceeding because it only adds to the
confusion, , . . it would be a mistake to value [pcrmanent load shifting technelogies like TES] as if they were a
dispatchable form of capacity (i.e., demand response or reliability programs) because they are not a dispatchable form of
capacity. This is not to say that they should not be pursued or rewarded. . . . If they save energy as well as capacity, then
they could qualify for energy efficiency incentives and should be evaluated in that forum. The Commission should also
consider evaluating [such technologies] in the energy efficiency procceding.”

See id.



SCE also clarifies that, contrary to DRA/TURN’s assertion,} SCE does not have an early
retirement component in its current HVAC program. One is being considered. In 20035, SCE conducted
a small, early retirement trial program in the San Bemardino and Coachella Valley areas. Called the
“AC Energy Hog Round-up,” this program attracted approximately 100 participants. In the process,
SCE leamned a great deal about implementing early retirement, and intends to apply the lessons learned
to the Demonstration Project. For example, tﬁe trial program demonstrated that (i) targeting older
central A/C units for early replacement is effective through contractor referrals; ii) the energy savings
potential was greater than what was initially expected; and iii) that customers were willing to participate

in early retirement when presented with adequate information and program support.

b. Questions 6 and 7: Please provide information on initial budgets proposed by the other

local government partnerships for the 2006-2008 program cvcle, the final budgets that

were agreed upon and reflected in the contracts between these other partnership programs

and SCE, and the reasons for why the respective budgets were increased or decreased from

the initial proposed budgets.

SCE interpreted this question as requesting information on the budgets proposed by the
partnerships, hence the budgets agreed fo by the partners to the various partnerships. However, SCE
agrees that it should have provided the initial budgets, if any, proposed by the various local partners in
response to this question. SCE provides such data below. The difference in the funding levels of the
partnerships programs, including the proposed Demonstration Project, is due to the expected energy and
demand savings results of each program. With the Demonstration Project, SCE expects to achieve over

40.2 million kWh and over 12.3 megawatts with the requested $18.8 million.

1l See DRA/TURN Response at p. 7.
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Table I1-1

Curment Budgel 2006-0 Goals
Chenga i
Curram, Budgel trom
Local Pariner  (Compliance Filing|  Contracted Planned Budget | Compliance Filing
2006-2008 Local Gov't Parlnershigs Proposed Budget| Budget Amounl Amount to Currant Budge kWh kW Reason lor increase or detrease
Local Governmant Enargy Action Resources | NiA [2] 5,420,032 Ni& H 1427911 (3,992 121)] #.385.475 1,767 | Funds wara shified to new and existing parnerships {e.y DGS)
Mammath Lakes Partnership Program NiAf2] - 300,000 200.000 - - New program
Riigecrest Partnerstup Frogram Nt [2] - 300.000 300.00¢ - - hew program
Venlura County Parinership § 7.200.000 2,201,098 2.289.188 96.089 5.700.000 1.236 | Adwsiment in ailacated SCE oos!
Soulh Bey Partnership 5 2.490, 260 3,290,167 1380167 0] - - Adusiment i akocatad SCE cost
Bakersfield and Kern County Parinarship NA 2] 1,737,708 1,694,256 13 :43.45% 3.507.868 457 in allocated SCE cost
Saniz Barpara Region Parinership Program NA (2] 347.543 347.543 - - ] Adjusiment in allocated SCE cost
Comimunily Enrgy Parinership (Non-Resource) B0, 000 4,633,881 4,632.889 & - - | Adiusiment in allacated SCE cost
Community Energy Farnership (Resource: 404, 000 2316,843 2,316.945 £,604 854 687 | Adjusiment in allocated SCE cosl
San Gabnel Valley EE Parinsrshio Program .000.000 1,737,708 1.724.868 (12.841}) 2,701,362 840 | Adjusiment in alincated SCE cosl
Department of General Ssnates Parinership In Negotialions - 351,325 4,351,325 TBD TBD New program
Calitornia Community Colleges $§ 8.000.000 .985.167 985, 167 - 24425594 5,146 | No change in budgel
Calfornia Depariment of Corrections and Renabilitanon | § 6.000,000 .888.675 808,675 - 912010 1456 ] Wo change n budget
SCE-SCG County of Los Angeles Partnersh £ 10,000,000 | € 743 59 4,742,598 £1.000 12,337,280 2,509 | Agusiment in aliocated SCE cost
County of Riverside Pannership K 2,000,000 & 985.55( 993,550 - 536,400 547 | No change 1 budget
UC-CSU-PGEE-SCE-SCG-5DGAE Fartnership § 8.900.000 | § 5.830.57, 6,830,872 B | 17.440.8D0 3,574 | No change in bugget

| GEAR 15 sel aside o supplemenl existing partnerships depending on performance andfor fund new partmerships
¥ /i - The lecal partner cid not propose & bugge!.

E. Question 8: Please provide a comparison of Palm Desert energy usage and usage per

household to the other similar communities and customers within SCE’s service territory

(e.g.. Palm Springs).

DRA/TURN assert that the usage per household data SCE provided shows no significant
variation between the communities, and once again question “why Palm Desert.” As SCE has explained
in it previous filings and herein, the City of Palm Desert has made several unique commitments to
achieving energy efficiency which no other local government has yet been willing to seriously consider.
The City of Palm Desert has agreed to commit to a city-wide reduction in demand and energy
consumption by 30% over 2005 baselines. The City of Palm Desert is willing to make significant
financial commitments to achieve this goal, in the form of enhanced energy efficiency practices and
requirements, reduced permit fees, a new created Office of Energy Management, and advertising,
promotions and other in-kind contributions. The City’s ambitious goals for energy efficiency serve as
an important precedent for other California communities that may be interested in implementing

aggressive energy efficiency goals.




F. Question 9: Please clarifv whether SCE used a Net-To-Gross ratio of 1.0 for all measures

in this partnership program. If so, what is the rationale for not limiting the use of this ratio

to the HVAC early retirement?

In its September 5 response to this question, SCE explained that it did not limit the application of
the 1.0 Net-To-Gross (NTG) to the HVAC early retirement measure because the NTG is applied at a
program level, not the measure level. SCE explained that its rationale for using the 1.0 NTG: the
energy savings and demand reductions achieved through this program are expected to be above and
beyond the results from any other programs offered to these customers. SCE assumes that in the
absence of the Demonstration Project, the customers would not take the actions necessary to achieve the
incremental energy and demand savings targeted by the Demonstration Project. Under this assumption,
there are no free-riders in this program and the NTG ratio should be set at 1.0.

In their response, DRA/TURN argue that SCE is reguired to use a default 0.8 NTG for the
Demonstration Project by the Commuission’s Energy Efficiency Policy Manual (Version 2). The Energy
Efficiency Policy Manual (Version 2) states that “if a proposed program design deviates substantially
from past design of related programs, the program proposal may utilize a NTGR of 0.8 until such time as
a new, more appropriate, value is determined in the course of program evaluation.” SCE does not read
this provision as requiring the use of a 0.8 NTG ratio, but rather permitting such use. However, SCE
points out that the Demonstration Project is still cost effective using a 0.8 NTG, ata TRC of 1.29 and a

PAC of 1.33, as shown below:

Table I1-2
|Cost Effectiveness (Lifecycie Present Valus Dollars}
iy Benefits [ Benefit - Cost
Cost | Elactric Gas Incentives | NPV B/C Ratio Notes
Program TRC ($) £ 18,238,511 $23,484,467 30 NA $5,245,956 1.29 *1
Program PAC (§) $ 17.657.870 $23.484,467 $0 NA $5.826,597 1.33 1.2
Program RIM [$) $ 48,518,197 $23,484,467 $0 NA {$25.031,730} 0.48 *1

*1 B/C Ratio is an approximation because any supply cost increases are treated as negative benefits rathar than as a cost as in the Standard Practice Manu:
*2 PAC banefits include environmental costs. This is to ba consistent with the TRC benefits, but is nol strictly consistent with the Standard Practica Manual.

B~



G. Question 11: Please recalculate the TRC correcting for the IMC issue as raised by

DRA/TURN.

SCE attaches hereto as Attachment A the input and output sheets from the revised E3 caiculator

for the Demonstration Project.

H. Question 12: Please clarify the assignment of roles and responsibilities of The Energy

Coalition, Citv of Palm Desert, and SCE with regards to this partnership program.

Specifically, how will The Energy Coalition assist SCE and the City of Palm Desert to

"bring energy efficiency offerings to communities using partnership principles”? What

exactly are these principles? What type of facilitation and coordination will The Enerev

Coalition provide?

In their response, DRA/TURN make a misleading characterization of the funding of the
Community Energy Partnership (CEP). The CEP is currently implemented in 10 cities in Southemn
California, one of which is Palm Desert. Since CEP was successfully implemented in 2004 and 2005,
CEP was again funded for implementation in 2006-8. The Commission’s authorization of funding for
CEP is specifically for (1) the implementation of the CEP Direct Install and Outreach Programs
(“resource” funds of $2 million); and (ii) the PEAK (“non resource” funds of $4 million) community
and school educational programs. The entire $6 million of funding, including the $4 million of non-
resource funding cited by DRA/TURN as “discretionary”, is not discretionary at all, but is dedicated to
specific program activities (deliverables).

The Palm Desert Demonstration Project is entirely different from the CEP. The Demonstration
Project is designed to dramatically reduce energy use citywide by 30% -- an approach that has never
been proposed or achieved before. The design, development and sustainability of a program of this
magnitude is intended to act as a model for the achievement of a very aggressive energy savings goal.
Because of its unique and aggressive goals, the Demonstration Project will require extraordinary effort,
creative thinking, strong implementation and the utilization of new technology, which the partners are

well-positioned and ready to contribute.




TIL
REPLY TO THE GOVERNMENT PARTNERS' COMMENTS

The Comments of the Government Partners appropriately point out the timing difference in the
reporting of impacts of the partnership programs in SCE’s energy efficiency annual report and what the
final impacts of these programs may show in the final measurement studies..? SCE generally uses its
publicly filed Energy Efficiency Annual Report as the primary source of reported energy savings and
demand reduction impacts from all of its programs, including partnership programs, resulting from a
particular program year. This provides an apples-to-apples comparison of the impacts of all of SCE’s
programs at a given point in time.

SCE clarifies that the 2005 Energy Efficiency Annual Report, which included data as of
December 31, 2005, was the source of the information provided in SCE’s September 5, 2006 response.
Since the development of that report, there have been draft or final measurement reports completed on

the partnerships, including those listed in the Comments of the Government Partners,

12 See Response of The Government Partners to Southern California Edison Company’s Response to Administrative Law
Judge’s Ruling Secking Further Information at p.1.
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IV,
CONCLUSION

SCE appreciates the opportunity to file these reply comments.

Respectfully submitted,

MICHAEL D. MONTOYA
JANET S. COMBS

/s/ Janet 8. Combs

By: Janet S. Combs

Attorneys for
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue

Post Office Box 800

Rosemead, California 91770
Telephone:  (626) 302-1524
Facsimile: (626) 302-7740

E-mail: Janet.Combs@SCE.com

September 26, 2006
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ATTACHMENT A

REVISED E3 CALCULATOR INPUT AND OUTPUT SHEETS



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that, pursuant to the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 1
have this day served a true copy of SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY'S
REPLY COMMENTS ON THE AUGUST 21, 2006 ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S
RULING SEEKING FURTHER INFORMATION on all parties identified on the attached
service list(s).

Transmitting the copies via e-mail to all parties who have provided an e-mail address.

First class mail will be used if electronic service cannot be effectuated.

Executed this 26th day of September, 2006, at Rosemead, California.

/s/ Jennifer Alderete

Jennifer Alderete
Project Analyst
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Post Office Box 800
Rosemead, California 91770
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
11 GROVE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
A.05-06-004

MARIAN V. BROWN
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2131 WALNUT GROVE AVE., 3RD FLOOR B7

ROSEMEAD, CA 91711
A.05-06-004

JOHN CAVALLI
QUANTUM CONSULTING, INC.
2001 ADDISON ST., STE, 300

BERKELEY, CA 94704
A.05-06-004
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AUDREY CHANG
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
A.05-06-004

Cheryl Cox

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5218

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-06-004

LARRY R. COPE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
A.05-06-004

LOS ANGELES DOCKET OFFICE
LOS ANGELES DOCKET OFFICE
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES

COMMISSION

320 W. 4TH STREET, SUITE 500

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013
A.05-06-004

Tim G Drew

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ENERGY DIVISION AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-06-004

RICHARD ESTEVES
SESCO, INC.
77 YACHT CLUB DRIVE, SUITE 1000

LAKE HOPATCONG, NJ 07849-1313
A.05-06-004
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DAVE CLARK
NAESCO
28436 SATELLITE STREET

HAYWARD, CA 94545
A.05-06-004

KATHERINE COBARRUBIA
AGRICULTURAL ENERGY CONSUMERS
ASSOC.

925 L STREET, SUITE 800

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
A.05-06-004

RICHARD H. COUNIHAN
ECOS CONSULTING
274 BRANNAN STREET, SUITE 600

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107
A.05-06-004

KARI DOHN
GCC ROSE&KINDEL(ON BEHALF OF
CONSOL)

915 L STREET, SUITE 1210

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
A.05-06-004

THOMAS G. ECKHART
UCONS, LLC.
10612 NE 46TH STREET

KIRKLAND, WA 98033-7611
A.05-06-004

STEVE FAUST

ENSAVE ENERGY PERFORMANCE, INC.

65 MILLET STREET, SUITE 105

RICHMOND, VT 5477
A.05-06-004

JEANNE CLINTON
KW ENGINEERING
2232 WARD STREET

BERKELEY, CA 94705
A.05-06-004

THOMAS P. CONLON
PRINCIPAL

GEOPRAKXIS, INC.

205 KELLER STREET, SUITE 202

PETALUMA, CA 94952-2886
A.05-06-004

FRANK DIAZ
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000 MAIL CODE B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177
A.05-06-004

DANIELLE DOWERS
S. F. PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
1155 MARKET STREET 4TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103
A.05-06-004

SHAUN ELLIS
2183 UNION STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123
A.05-06-004

TED FLANIGAN

MANAGING DIRECTOR

ECOMOTION - THE POWER OF THE
INCREMENT

1537 BARRANCA PARKWAY, SUITE F-104

IRVINE, CA 92618
A.05-06-004
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BRUCE FOSTER
REGULATORY AFFAIRS

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

601 VAN NESS AVENUE, STE. 2040

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
A.05-06-004

Nora Y. Gatchalian

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-06-004

BARBARA GEORGE
WOMEN'S ENERGY MATTERS
PO BOX 548

FAIRFAX, CA 94978
A.05-06-004

HAYLEY GOODSON

ATTORNEY AT LAW

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
A.05-06-004

JOHN GOULD
ATTORNEY AT LAW
5737 SW 18TH DRIVE

PORTLAND, OR 97239
A.05-06-004

AMELIA GULKIS
ENSAVE ENERGY PERFORMANCE, INC.
65 MILLER STREET, SUITE 105

RICHMOND, VT 5477
A.05-06-004
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TERRY M. FRY

PRINCIPAL

NEXANT, INC.

101 SECOND STREET, 11TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-3672
A.05-06-004

JOHN C. GABRIELLI
GABRIELLI LAW OFFICE
430 D STREET

DAVIS, CA 95616
A.05-06-004

MICHAEL J. GIBBS
ICF CONSULTING
14724 VENTURA BLVD., NO. 1001

SHERMAN OAKS, CA 91403
A.05-06-004

MEG GOTTSTEIN

Administrative Law Judge
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE ROOM 2106
ROOM 5044

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-06-004

DEREK GREENAUER
D & RINTERNATIONAL, LTD.
1300 SPRING STREET, SUITE 500

SILVER SPRING, MD 20910
A.05-06-004

STEPHEN GUTHRIE
ENERPATH
1758 ORANGE TREET LANE

REDLANDS, CA 92374
A.05-06-004

David M. Gamson

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5214

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-06-004

DAN GEIS

AGRICULTURAL ENERGY CONSUMERS
ASSOC.

925 L STREET, SUITE 800

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
A.05-06-004

DONALD GILLIGAN

NATIONAL ASSOCIATON OF ENERGY
SERVICE

1 POST OFFICE SQUARE

SHARON, MA 2067
A.05-06-004

MEG GOTTSTEIN

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PO BOX 210/21496 NATIONAL STREET

VOLCANO, CA 95689
A.05-06-004

MARCELO GUEVARA
1300 SPRING STREET, SUITE 500

SILVER SPRING, MD 20910
A.05-06-004

NICK HALL
TECMARKET WORKS

165 WEST NETHERWOOD ROAD, 2/F, SUITE

A

OREGON, WI 53575
A.05-06-004



A.05-06-004
Tuesday, September 26, 2006

STEPHEN HALL
11-5651 LACKNER CRESCENT
RICHMOND, BC V7E 6E8

CANADA
A.05-06-004

JOSHUA HARRIS
LAW OFFICES OF STEPHAN C. VOLKER
436 14TH STREET, SUITE 1300

OAKLAND, CA 94612
A.05-06-004

JEFF HIRSCH
JAMES J. HIRSCH & ASSOCIATES
12185 PRESILLA ROAD

CAMARILLO, CA 93012-9243
A.05-06-004

KURT J. KAMMERER
K. J. KAMMERER & ASSOCIATES
PO BOX 60738

SAN DIEGO, CA 92166-8738
A.05-06-004

CHRIS KING

CALIFORNIA CONSUMER EMPOWERMENT
ALLIANCE

ONE TWIN DOLPHIN DRIVE

REDWOOD CITY, CA 94065
A.05-06-004

BILL KNOX
VALLEY ENERGY EFFICIENCY CORP.
509 4TH STREET, SUITE A

DAVIS, CA 95616
A.05-06-004
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TOM HAMILTON
CHEERS
9400 TOPANGA CANYON BLVD., SUITE 220

CHATSWORTH, CA 91311
A.05-06-004

LYNN M. HAUG

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP
2015 H STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-3109
A.05-06-004

MIKE HODGSON
CONSOL
7407 TAM OSHANTER DRIVE, SUITE 200

STOCKTON, CA 95210
A.05-06-004

RANDALL W. KEEN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD.

Los Angeles Unified School District

LOS ANGELES, CA 90064
A.05-06-004

GARY KLEIN
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
A.05-06-004

JOHN KOTOWSKI
GLOBAL ENERGY PARTNERS
3569 MT. DIABLO BLVD., STE 200

LAFAYETTE, CA 94549
A.05-06-004

CHRISTINE HAMMER
SUSTAINABLE DESIGN RESOURCES
3168 WASHINGTON ST., NO. 6

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94115
A.05-06-004

DAVID R. HINMAN
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770
A.05-06-004

MARSHALL B. HUNT
VALLEY ENERGY EFFICEINCY CORP
509 4TH STREET, SUITE A

DAVIS, CA 95616
A.05-06-004

ANN KELLY

DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
11 GROVE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
A.05-06-004

ROBERT L. KNIGHT
BEVILACQUA-KNIGHT INC
1000 BROADWAY, SUITE 410

OAKLAND, CA 94607
A.05-06-004

GERALD LAHR
ASSOCIATION OF BAY AREA
GOVERNMENTS

PO BOX 2050

OAKLAND, CA 94604-2050
A.05-06-004
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PETER LAl
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
320 WEST 4TH STREET SUITE 500

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013
A.05-06-004

ERIC LOUNSBURY
ICF CONSULTING
60 BROADWAY

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
A.05-06-004

BRUCE MCLAUGHLIN
BRAUN & BLAISING P.C.
8066 GARRYANNA DRIVE

CITRUS HEIGHTS, CA 95610
A.05-06-004

WILLIAM C. MILLER
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE N6G

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177
A.05-06-004

MONICA J. NEVIUS
CONSORTIUM FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY
98 NORTH WASHINGTON ST., STE. 101

BOSTON, MA 02114-1918
A.05-06-004

EILEEN PARKER
QUANTUM CONSULTING
2030 ADDISON STREET

BERKELEY, CA 94704
A.05-06-004
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Diana L. Lee

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4300

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-06-004

TOM MAULDIN
NEXUS MARKET RESEARCH
147 BRENTWOOD STREET

PORTLAND, ME 4103
A.05-06-004

Ariana Merlino

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
1350 FRONT ST., STATE BLDG. ROOM 4006
AREA 4-A

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
A.05-06-004

CYNTHIA K. MITCHELL
ECONOMIC CONSULTING INC.
530 COLGATE COURT

RENO, NV 89503
A.05-06-004

SEPHRA A. NINOW

RESEARCH ASSISTANT

SAN DIEGO REGIONAL ENERGY OFFICE
8520 TECH WAY, SUITE 110

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
A.05-06-004

CARL PECHMAN
POWER ECONOMICS
901 CENTER STREET

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
A.05-06-004

JODY S. LONDON
M.P.A.

PO BOX 3629

PO BOX 3629

OAKLAND, CA 94609
A.05-06-004

WALTER MCGUIRE
EFFICIENCY PARTNERSHIP
2962 FILLMORE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123
A.05-06-004

MICHAEL MESSENGER
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 9TH STREET, MS-28

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
A.05-06-004

LESLIE NARDONI
ICF CONSULTING
14724 VENTURA BLVD. STE 1001

SHERMAN OAKS, CA 91403
A.05-06-004

CHONDA J. NWAMU

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
POST OFFICE BOX 7442

POST OFFICE BOX 7442

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120
A.05-06-004

JENNIFER PORTER

POLICY ANALYST

SAN DIEGO REGIONAL ENERGY OFFICE
8520 TECH WAY - SUITE 110

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
A.05-06-004
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WILLIAM E. POWERS
POWERS ENGINEERING
4452 PARK BLVD., STE. 209

SAN DIEGO, CA 92116
A.05-06-004

LAURA ROOKE

SR. PROJECT MANAGER
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC
121 SW SALMON ST,

PORTLAND, OR 97204
A.05-06-004

STEVEN R. SHALLENBERGER
AMERICAN SYNERGY CORPORATION
28436 SATTELITE STREET

HAYWARD, CA 94545
A.05-06-004

SHAWN SMALLWOOD
109 LUZ PLACE

DAVIS, CA 95616
A.05-06-004

MARY SUTTER
EQUIPOISE CONSULTING INC.
2415 ROOSEVELT DRIVE

ALAMEDA, CA 94501-6238
A.05-06-004

Christine S Tam

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 4209

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-06-004
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SHILPA RAMALYA
77 BEALE STREET, ROOM 981

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
A.05-06-004

HANK RYAN
SMALL BUSINESS CALIFORNIA
325 30TH AVENUE

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95062
A.05-06-004

PHILIP SISSON
SISSON AND ASSOCIATES
42 MOODY COURT

SAN RAFAEL, CA 94901
A.05-06-004

JEANNE SOLE
DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, RM.

234

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
A.05-06-004

KENNY SWAIN
POWER ECONOMICS
901 CENTER STREET

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
A.05-06-004

Zenaida G. Tapawan-Conway

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-06-004

ERIN RANSLOW
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC.
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600

RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670-6078
A.05-06-004

ROBERT SARVEY
TREASURER CARE

CALIFORNIANS FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY,

INC.
501 W. GRANTLINE RD

TRACY, CA 95376
A.05-06-004

GAIL L. SLOCUM

ATTORNEY AT LAW

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, B30A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120-7442
A.05-06-004

IRENE M. STILLINGS
SAN DIEGO REGIONAL ENERGY OFFICE
8520 TECH WAY, SUITE 110

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
A.05-06-004

Jeorge S Tagnipes

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ENERGY DIVISION AREA 4-A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-06-004

KAREN TERRANOVA
ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, STE 2200

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
A.05-06-004
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PATRICIA THOMPSON
SUMMIT BLUE CONSULTING
1766 LACASSIE AVE. STE 103

WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596
A.05-06-004

LAURA J. TUDISCO

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5032

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
A.05-06-004

Christopher R Villarreal

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 VAN NESS AVENUE

ROOM 5119

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
A.05-06-004

JOSEPHINE WU
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177
A.05-06-004

MARZIA ZAFAR
SEMPRA ENERGY UTILITIES
601 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 2060

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102
A.05-06-004

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS
517 B POTRERO AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94110-1431
A.05-06-004
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VICKI L. THOMPSON

ATTORNEY AT LAW

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
101 ASH STREET HQ13

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
A.05-06-004

JAMES TURNURE
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1814
A.05-06-004

EDWARD VINE
LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIIONAL LAB
BUILDING 90-4000

BERKELEY, CA 94720
A.05-06-004

JOY C. YAMAGATA

REGULATORY MANAGER SDG&E
SEMPRA UTILITIES

8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP-32B

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123
A.05-06-004

CALIFORNIA FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY,

INC.
24 HARBOR ROAD
RESIDENT, BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94124
A.05-06-004

MARY TUCKER

CITY OF SAN JOSE

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

200 EAST SANTA CLARA ST., 10TH FLOOR

SAN JOSE, CA 95113-1905
A.05-06-004

CRAIG TYLER
TYLER & ASSOCIATES
2760 SHASTA ROAD

BERKELEY, CA 94708
A.05-06-004

DEVRA WANG

STAFF SCIENTIST

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
A.05-06-004

HUGH YAO
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
555 W. 5TH ST, GT22G2

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013
A.05-06-004

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC.
1999 HARRISON STREET, STE 1440

OAKLAND, CA 94612-3517
A.05-06-004



